
























が 生 じ て い る 可 能 性 が あ る（Shattschneider 1960=1972; Schlozman and Tierney 1986; 
Schlozman, Verba, and Brady 2012）。
そこで本稿では、どのような条件で、団体がロビイングを行うのかを、政治的要因との関係
に焦点を合わせて検討する。このことを考えるにあたり参考となるのが、社会運動研究におけ
る政治的機会構造（Political Opportunity Structure）論である（McAdam 1996; Tarrow 









2002; Baumgartner et al 2009; Leech 2010）。様々な社会問題を解決するために政治や社会に働きかけると
































































構造を構成するものとして挙げられてきた（McAdam 1996; Meyer and Minkof 2004）。ここで
は、本稿の説明対象にとって重要だと考えられる３つの要素を取り上げる６。
5 利益団体研究においても、自らと利害が近い同盟的な政治的エリートに働きかけるのか、それとも利害が
対立するエリート・アクターに働きかけて説得するのかが注目されてきた（Milbrath 1963; Austin-Smith 













第２に、政治的エリートの政策遂行能力である（Kitschelt 1986; Rucht 1996）。様々な障害が
あっても政策を決定し、遂行する能力があるエリートに対して働きかけが行われる。























































































































































11 マルチレベル分析を解説した文献として、Kreft and Leeuw（1998＝2006）、筒井・不破（2008）、清水（2014）
などを参照されたい。
表２　都道府県ごとにみた変数の分布
໭ᾏ㐨 4.83 4.23 ⤫୍ 73.0 156 ⁠㈡┴ 5.18 4.64 ศ๭ 44.5 44
㟷᳃┴ 5.13 4.43 ⤫୍ 45.4 46 ி㒔ᗓ 4.63 4.10 ⤫୍ 81.7 57
ᒾᡭ┴ 5.11 4.28 ศ๭ 29.4 75 ኱㜰ᕷ 4.65 3.99 ⤫୍ 95.7 176
ᐑᇛ┴ 4.81 4.41 ศ๭ 58.1 64 රᗜ┴ 4.91 4.46 ⤫୍ 75.1 67
⛅⏣┴ 5.08 4.52 ศ๭ 33.7 40 ዉⰋ┴ 4.65 4.38 ⤫୍ 63.9 23
ᒣᙧ┴ 5.00 4.43 ศ๭ 41.5 52 ࿴ḷᒣ┴ 5.21 4.32 ⤫୍ 39.4 39
⚟ᓥ┴ 4.82 3.93 ศ๭ 38.5 28 㫽ྲྀ┴ 5.07 4.29 ศ๭ 34.1 28
Ⲉᇛ┴ 4.96 4.25 ศ๭ 35.9 50 ᓥ᰿┴ 5.16 4.38 ⤫୍ 24.2 32
ᰣᮌ┴ 5.35 4.58 ⤫୍ 42.6 69 ᒸᒣ┴ 4.71 4.20 ⤫୍ 43.7 70
⩌㤿┴ 5.21 4.47 ⤫୍ 39.6 73 ᗈᓥ┴ 4.71 3.86 ⤫୍ 63.7 77
ᇸ⋢┴ 4.85 4.54 ศ๭ 78.9 65 ᒣཱྀ┴ 5.17 4.50 ⤫୍ 47.4 52
༓ⴥ┴ 5.06 4.55 ศ๭ 71.7 72 ᚨᓥ┴ 4.71 4.10 ศ๭ 32.1 48
ᮾி㒔 4.48 3.90 ศ๭ 98.0 182 㤶ᕝ┴ 4.98 4.12 ⤫୍ 32.6 56
⚄ዉᕝ┴ 4.91 3.83 ศ๭ 93.8 105 ឡ፾┴ 5.37 4.09 ⤫୍ 50.9 52
᪂₲┴ 5.01 4.27 ⤫୍ 46.8 97 㧗▱┴ 5.00 3.95 ศ๭ 42.8 42
ᐩᒣ┴ 4.74 4.33 ⤫୍ 35.8 35 ⚟ᒸ┴ 4.70 3.80 ⤫୍ 69.8 100
▼ᕝ┴ 5.11 4.63 ⤫୍ 48.8 57 బ㈡┴ 5.23 4.32 ศ๭ 28.4 31
⚟஭┴ 5.18 4.60 ⤫୍ 40.6 51 㛗ᓮ┴ 5.45 4.95 ⤫୍ 46.5 38
ᒣ᲍┴ 5.41 4.30 ศ๭ 34.4 39 ⇃ᮏ┴ 5.06 4.57 ศ๭ 43.7 49
㛗㔝┴ 4.95 4.21 ศ๭ 34.8 99 ኱ศ┴ 5.35 4.81 ⤫୍ 44.4 51
ᒱ㜧┴ 5.15 4.06 ⤫୍ 39.0 62 ᐑᓮ┴ 4.95 4.60 ศ๭ 44.4 40
㟼ᒸ┴ 5.10 4.34 ⤫୍ 58.4 81 㮵ඣᓥ┴ 5.06 4.83 ศ๭ 38.6 64
ឡ▱┴ 4.65 3.90 ⤫୍ 75.5 121 Ἀ⦖┴ 5.19 4.69 ⤫୍ 65.6 58
୕㔜┴ 4.73 4.41 ศ๭ 40.8 60 ඲య㸦඲ᅜ㸧 4.94 4.26 66.0 3,073
N㒔㐨ᗓ┴࡜ࡢ༠ㄪᗘ
㒔㐨ᗓ┴







⤫୍ᨻᗓ ᖹᆒ್ 4.95 4.26
ᶆ‽೫ᕪ 0.029 0.039
ศ๭ᨻᗓ ᖹᆒ್ 4.91 4.27
ᶆ‽೫ᕪ 0.034 0.048
t=-1.002 t=0.302


























































































B S.E. B S.E.
࣑࠙ࢡࣟࣞ࣋ࣝࠚ
ษ∦ 0.681 0.592 1.537 0.642 *
㒔㐨ᗓ┴࡜ࡢ༠ㄪᗘ 0.182 0.027 ** -0.108 0.027 **
㒔㐨ᗓ┴ࡢᙳ㡪ຊ 0.127 0.012 ** 0.102 0.012 **
࣐࠙ࢡࣟࣞ࣋ࣝࠚ
㒔㐨ᗓ┴ࡢ༠ㄪᗘ㸦㞟ᅋᖹᆒ㸧 0.276 0.133 * 0.092 0.143
㒔㐨ᗓ┴ࡢᙳ㡪ຊ㸦㞟ᅋᖹᆒ㸧 0.090 0.095 0.002 0.103
ᨻ἞ᶒຊᵓ㐀㸦⤫୍ᨻᗓ 㸧 -0.041 0.042 -0.061 0.045
DIDேཱྀẚ⋡ -0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001
࠙ࢡࣟࢫࣞ࣋ࣝ஺஫స⏝ࠚ
ᨻ἞ᶒຊᵓ㐀×༠ㄪᗘ 0.028 0.034 -0.002 0.035
䛆ศᩓᡂศ䛇
㒔㐨ᗓ┴࡜ࡢ༠ㄪᗘ 0.040 0.036 0.035 0.038
㒔㐨ᗓ┴ࡢᙳ㡪ຊ 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
ษ∦ 0.044 0.042 0.065 0.032
ṧᕪ 1.033 0.013 1.060 0.014
ᑐᩘᑬᗘ -4464.858 ᑐᩘᑬᗘ -4547.43
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Political Opportunity Structures and Lobbying in Local Politics: 
Testing with Multi-Level Modeling
Hidehiro Yamamoto
（Yamagata University）
The question of this study is how political opportunity structures influence on lobbying of a 
civil society organization in local politics. I focus two lobbying tactics as dependent variables – 
direct approach to political elites and participation in political assembly– and three elements 
of political opportunity structure as independent variables – cooperativeness with political 
elites, policy implementation capacity of political elites, and divisions among political elites –. 
I analyzed the nation-wide survey data with multi-level modeling that is appropriate for 
distinguishing micro and macro efects. Through analysis, I got findings as folows. 
First, the more civil society organizations were cooperative with political elites in the local 
government, the more they directly approached political elites. On the other hand, the less civil 
society organizations were cooperative with political elites, the more they participated in an 
assembly that was indirect approach toward political elites. The openness of political 
opportunity structures influenced on each lobbying tactics diferently.
Second, under the local governments that had a strong influence, civil society organizations 
activated both direct approach and participation in an assembly. The policy implementation 
capacity was important for lobbying. 
Third, divisions among political elites that are expressed by partisanship of governor and 
local congress did not have efect on both direct approach and participation in an assembly. 
Other variances among local governments could not be confirmed either. That indicated no 
diference of lobbying among local governments.
